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The ofiRce actions asserts that component 14 in Figure 2 of Tavallaei corresponds to 
the recited scaleable node conlruUcrs. Huwevei, Tavallaei describes component 14 as a local 
advanced programmable interrupt controller (APIC). A local APIC is not identical to a 
scaleable node controller. 

The office action asserts that component 26 in Figure 2 of Tavallaei watisponds to 
the recited scalability port switch. However, Tavallaei describes component 26 as an 
external input / output advanced programmable interrupt controller (I/O APIC). An I/O 
APIC is not identical to a scalability port switch. 

Among other things, claim 1 fturther recites that the scalability port switch is to 
determine an address of one of said scaleable node controllers from said interrupt request 
J avallaei fails to teach or suggest this flirther recitatioiL In contrast to the preseni iuvcuiioix, 
Tavallaei describes a multi-processor system with local APICs 14 connected to the I/O APIC 
26 over the APIC bus 16. Tavallaei describes that the I/O APIC 26 generates an interrupt 
message on the APIC bus 16, which is monitored by all the local APICs 14, The local APICs 
14 appear to be responsive to the content of the interrupt messages for passing on local 
interrupts for the associated processor 12, The Examiner has not identified (and applicants 
are unable to identify) any portion of Tavallaei that teaches or suggests that the local APICs 
1 4 have addresses associated therewith. 

Because Tavallaei fails to teach or suggest any of the recited scaleable node 
controller, scalability port switch, or an address for the scaleable node controller, claim 1 is 
not anticipated by Tavallaei, and is patentable over Tavallaei. Claims 2-3 depend from claim 
1 and are likewise patentable. 

With respect to claims 9 and 18, for the reasons given above Tavallaei does not 
disclose the recited scaleable node controller or the recited scalability port switch. Moreover, 
Tavallaei does not determine which local APIC 14 receives the interrupt request. Rather, 
Tavallaei generates an interrupt message on the APIC bus 16 which is monitored by all the 
local APICs 14. Accordingly, claim 9 and its dependent claims 10-12 and 16-17 are not 
anticipated by and are patentable over Tavallaei. Likewise, claim 18 and its dependent 
claims 19-21 and 25-26 are patentable over Tavallaei. 

With respect to claims 1 1 and 20, the office action identifies col. 7 lines 41-44 for the 
recited comparing a priority of the interrupt request wi th a priority of the processor. 



2 

PAGE7l12'RCVDATgf27/20044:42:17l^ [Eastern Dayip 



08/27/2884 15:54 3819299631 



STEINER 



PAGE 88/12 



Serial No.: 09/752,874 

However, the cited porti on makes no refereuce whatsoever to a priority of the processor. 
Accordingly, claims 1 1 and 20 are sepaj:ately patentable over Tavallat;i, 

Claims 1-3, 9-12, 14-21, and 23-26 are rejected under 53 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,944,809 (Olarig). Applicants respecLfully Uuvetse tills 
rejection for the following reasons. 

In order to anticipate, the reference must identically disclose each claim element. In 
tact, OJarig does not identically disclose many of the recited claim elenjtsnts. 

The office actions asserts that components 1 07 and 306 in Figure 4 of Olarig 
corresponds to the recited scaleable node controllers. However, Olarig describes component 
107 as a cache and component 306 as a local programmable interrupt coiiUoller (LOPIC). A 
cache and a LOPIC is not identical to a scaleable node controller. 

The office action asserts that component 3 12 in Figure 4 of Olarig corresponds to the 
recited scalability port switch. However, Olarig describes component 312 as a uciiiral 
programmable interrupt controller (COPIC). A COPIC is not identical to a scalability port 
switch. 

Among other things, claim I turther recites that the scalability port switch is to 
determine an address of one of said scaleable node controllers from said interrupt request. 
Olarig fails to teach or suggest this further recitation. In contrast to the present invention, 
Olarig describes a multi-processor system with LOPICs 306 connected to the COPIC 3 12 
over the PIC bus 3 1 L Olarig appears to function similarly to Tavallaei as discussed above. 
The Examiner has not identified (and applicants are unable to identify) any portion of Olarig 
that teaches or suggests that the LOPICs 306 have addresses associated therewith. 

Because Olarig fails to teach or suggest any of the recited scaleable node controller, 
scalability port switch, or an address for the scaleable node controller, claim 1 is not 
anticipated by Olarig, and is patentable over Olarig. Claims 2-3 depend trom claim 1 and are 
likewise patentable. 

With respect to claims 9 and 1 8, for the reasons given above Olarig does not disclose 
the recited scaleable node controller or the recited scalability port swdtch. Accordingly, 
daim 9 and its dependent claims 10-12 and 14-17 are not anticipated by and are patentable 
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over Olarig. Likewise, claim 18 and its dependent claims 19-21 and 23-26 are patentable 
over Olaiig. 

With respect to claims 1 1 and 20, the office action identifies col. 10. lines 8-10 for the 
recited comparing a priority of the interrupt request vvith a priority of the processor 
Huwcvei , die cited portion makes no reference whatsoever to a priority of Ih© interrupt 
request. Accordingly* claims 1 1 and 20 are separately patentable over Olarig. 

Claims 4 and 5 were rcjccltsd under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
TavaJlaei in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,119,191 (Neal), Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection for the following reasons, 

Neal Diils to make up for the above-noted deficiencies in Tavallaci. Accordingly, the 
office fiails to establish a prima fiacie case of obviousness. 

Moreover, claim 4 recites a first input/output hub coupled between the peripheral 
component interconnect bus and the first scalability port switch, wherein said first 
input/output hub is able to support a plurality of additional peripheral component 
interconnect hubs. The office action asserts that component 28 corresponds to the recited 
hub. However, component 28 is simply described as an ASIC connected to a PCI bus, hot an 
I/O hub. In fact, the word "hub" cannot be found in Tavallaei. No one skilled in the art 
would be motivated to replace the ASIC 28 of Tavallaei with the hubs described in Neal. 

Because the office action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness and 
because the ASC 28 is not an I/O hub, claim 4 is patentable over Tavallaei in view of Neal, 
Claim 5 depends from claim 4 and is likewise patentable* 

Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tavallaei, in view of Neal, and further in view of Olarig. Applicants respectfully traverse 
this rejection for the tblJowing reasons. 

Neal and Olarig both fail to make up for the above-noted deficiencies in Tavallaei. 
Accordingly, the office fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. Claim 6 and 7 
depend from claim 5, and are accordingly patentable for the reasons given above. Claims 6 
and 7 are fiirther patentable for the following reasons. 
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Claim 6 recites that the jfirst pair of scaleable node controllers and the second pair of 
scalcablc node coutioUers arc coupled to a second scalability port switch* Claim 7 depends 
from claim 6 and further recites that the second scalability port switch is coupled to the first 
input/output hub. Each of Tavallaei and Olarig describe that the respective local APICs 14 
and the LOPICs 306 arc closely associated widi a single processors, identifying and handling 
interrupts for only the closely associated processor, Olarig does not suggest the type of 
interconnectivity recited in the claims. The multiple COPICS mentioned in Olarig appear to 
relate Lu a lucmchically distributed interrupt handling arrangement, and not to any LOPIC 
being coupled to more than one COPIC. 

Because the office fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness and because 
Olailg does not teach ur suggest two pair of scaleable node controllers with each pair 
connected to two different scalabilit port switches, claims 6 and 7 are separately patentable 
over Tavallaei in view of Neal and further in view of Olarig. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tavallaei, in 
view of Neal, further in view of Olarig, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,606,676 
(Deshpande). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection for the following x^easons- 

None of the secondary references make up for the missing teachings of Tavallaei 
noted above. For example, none of the cited references even mentions a scalability port 
switch. Therefore, the offlcc action fails to establish a prima facie cs«ic of obviousness. 
Moreover, the office action fails to provide legally sufficient motivation to combine or 
modify the references in the manner suggested, The office action appears to use the claims 
as a blueprint to pick and choose pieces of prior art which allegedly read on various claim 
recitations without identifying any portion of the references which actually suggests the 
desirability of any of the proposed modifications. In particular, no one skilled in the art 
would be motivated to combine the multiplicity of references as applied 3n the rejection of 
claim 8, absent the teachings of the present application. 

In particular, the office action suggests modifying Tavallaei to have multiple 
processors connected to the local APIC 14. This is simply unworkable. The local APICs are 
dedicated to the local processors 12, which Tavallaei describes as preferably being located on 



5 



PAGE 1 0/12 * RCVD AT S/27/2004 4:42:17 PM [Eastern Daylight r^^^ 



88/27/2084 15:54 3019299631 



STEINER 



PAGE 11/12 



Serial No.: 09/752,874 

the same chip (see col, 6, lines 9-13). No one skilled in the art would be motivated to modify 
Tavallaei in the manner proposed in the office action. 

The office action asserts that the combination of four references is obvious "because 
it would reduce traffic on the bus shared between the nodes/" However, this motivation is 
completely contrived a«d without basis or citation to any of the references. If the rejection is 
maintained, applicants respectfully request ftat the Examiner identify every element of 
Tavallaei which is proposed to be modified and the textual or other basis which suggests 
making such niudiUcation. 

Because the secondary references fail to make up for the deficiencies in Tavallaei, 
and because there is no motivation to combine the references as suggested by the office 
action, claim 8 is scptu atcly patentable over the cited combination of references. 

Claims 13 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tavallaei in view of U.S, Patent No. 6,189,065 (Amdt). Claims 13 and 22 ore also rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olarig in view of Amdt. Applicants 
respectfully traverse these rejections for the following reasons. 

Amdt fails 10 make up for the above noted deficiencies in Tavallaei and Olarig. 
Accordingly, the office action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

The office action fails to address several of the claim recitations. For example, each 
of claims 13 and 22 recite thai the scaleable node controller rcdiiwts the uitermpt request* 
The Cited portion of Amdt describes offloading an interrupt request, but does not teach or 
suggest that a local APIC or LOPIC should be tnodified to perform such offloading. Each of 
claims 13 and 22 further recite that the interrupt request is redirected through Qic scalability 
port switch. Again, the cited portion of Amdt is silent in this regard. 

Moreover, the local APIC of Tavallaei and the LOPIC of Olarig are tightly coupled 
with their respective associated processors, identifying and handling interrupts for those 
processors. Again, for the purpose of emphasis, the local APICs and LOPICs of these 
references are simply not scaleable node controllers. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
not be motivated be modify a local APIC or a LOPIC to perform such higher level interrupt 
distribution. s\ich as redirecting interrupt requests. 
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Because the Amdt fails to make up for the respective deficiencies in Tavallaei and 



Olarig, and because there is no motivation to combine the references as suggested by the 
office action, claims 13 and 22 are separately patentable over the cited combination of 
references. 

In view of the foregoing, favorable reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections is 
respectfully requested. Early notification of the same is earnestly solicited. If there are any 
questions regarding llie present application, the Dxamincr 5$ invited to contact the 
undersigned attorney at the telephone number listed below. 



Respectfully submitted, 



August 27. 2004 
Date 




Intel Americas, Inc. 
LF3 

4030 Lafayette Center Drive 
ChantiUy, VA 20151 



Paul E. Steiner 
Rftg Nn. 41,326 
(703) 633-6830 



CERTIFICATE OF TEIANSMISSION 



1 hereby certify thm tfiiN i;oirc»puiiil^;ijCC [5 being fiwsimilc tranjimittcd to tSc U,S. Patent (and Tradcmork 
Office on the date shown below;. 




Date: 8/27/04 



PAGE 12/12* RCVD AT mUM 4:42:17 PM [Eastern Daylight rune] ' SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/1 ' DNiS:8729306' CSID:3019299631 ' DURATION (mm-ss):04-26 



